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ON THE IVRATIO ITALIAE OF 32 B.C.

' IVRAVIT in mea uerba tota Italia sponte sua et me belli quo uici ad
Actium ducem depoposcit.'1 In these words the Emperor Augustus clearly
meant to suggest that the war in which he got rid of Mark Antony was none
of his making, but was imposed upon him by the free and self-determined
action of the Italian nation. Modern historians have unanimously refused to
regard Augustus as a passive instrument in the hands of the Roman people at
large; yet they have generally accepted his account of the oath-taking of
32 B.C. as the outcome of a spontaneous burst of enthusiasm in his behalf,
which they interpret as the reflex result of the nation's resentment against
Antony's un-Roman and treasonable behaviour.2 Mommsen3 and Ferrero4

alone appear to have entertained any doubts as to the literal truthfulness of
the Emperor's narrative.

It is to be feared that the deference herein shown to Augustus is out of
place. The Monumentum Ancyranum in which his official autobiography is
contained stands convicted of some glaring misrepresentations respecting his
early career,6 and for the period of the Civil Wars its unsupported testimony
should never be accepted as conclusive. In the present case the version of
events given in the Monumentum is altogether unique, for no other ancient
document records any widespread manifestation of loyalty to the future
Emperor so long as the issue of the struggle against Antony hung in the
balance. It is noteworthy that neither the patriot poets of Augustus' reign
nor even so zealous a panegyrist as Velleius Paterculus should have made any
allusion to the iuratio, which was obviously the best of all testimonies to their
hero's popularity.6 On the other hand, indications are not lacking that public
opinion in Italy was extremely slow to pronounce itself definitely against
Antony, and that it viewed the forthcoming struggle with the same misgivings

1 Monumentum Ancyranum, ch. 25. oppressam in libertatem uindicaui' is a highly
2 Ihne, Romische Geschichte, VIII. p. 366 ; Schil- deceptive way of describing the establishment

ler, Geschichte der romischen Kaiserzeit, I. p. 127; of the triumvirate.
Gardthausen, Augustus, I. p. 364; Kromayer, 8 The nearest corroborative statement is found
Die rechtliche Begrundung des Principats, p. 15. in Cassius Dio, 50. 4. §§ 1-3; but here it is

3 Romisches Staatsrecht, I3, pp . 696-7. merely related that public opinion eventually
4 Greatness and Decline of Rome (Engl. transl.)> became incensed against Antony, which is very

IV. p. 84 and n. far from saying that Italy took the initiative in
5 An assertion in ch. 3, ' uictor omnibus super- calling Octavian to arms.

stitibus ciuibus peperci,' is directly refuted by The panegyrics showered upon Octavian after
Suetonius, Diuus Augustus, chs. 13, 15, 17, 27. Actium cannot be safely quoted as evidence for
In ch. 1, ' rem publicam factione paucorum the previous state of feeling in Italy.
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which it entertained at the outbreak of the civil war between Julius Caesar and
Pompey.1 Moreover, the prejudice in Antony's favour which still lingered on
in Italy was being stimulated all the while by lavish distributions of money
from Alexandria, which compelled Octavian to take special precautions in
order to minimise their effect.2

An interesting sidelight is cast upon the general state of feeling in Italy in
the latter half of 32 B.C. by the half-measure to which Octavian found himself
reduced when he declared war upon Cleopatra, but not upon Antony. This
expedient can only be interpreted with Ferrero3 as showing that Octavian did
not yet feel sure of his ground. Had public opinion been seriously entertain-
ing the thought that Antony was guilty of high treason to Rome, Octavian
need never have hesitated to have his rival declared a hostis. Such a sentence
had not infrequently been passed on traitors in times not long past, and Antony
himself had once before been put under a ban at the instance of Cicero.
There should thus have been no difficulty in getting the sentence against
Antony renewed. Moreover, such a measure would have been highly profitable
to Octavian. For when once Antony had been proclaimed a hostis, he would
ipso facto have ceased to be a ciuis, and Octavian's chief cause of anxiety, the
risk of incurring odium as the author of a new civil war, would have been
removed once and for all. If Octavian none the less dared not take official
action against Antony, the reason must be that public sentiment in Italy was
not yet prepared to support Octavian unreservedly. But a still more powerful
piece of evidence is afforded by the sequel to the iuratio. When Octavian pro-
ceeded to test the loyalty of the Italians by imposing war-taxes, rioting broke
out on such a scale as to place the country for a while at Antony's mercy.4

And the spirit of mistrust which continued to exist between Octavian and his
countrymen is shown by the care which he took during the campaign of
Actium to keep the whole body of senators directly under his eye. As this
measure was adopted to prevent any senator fomenting a new revolt in Italy
during Octavian's absence,5 it is clear that even in 31 B.C. disaffection against
Octavian must still have been widespread.

There remains a further difficulty. Suppose that Italy was indeed
unanimous in its feeling of loyalty: by what process could it have translated
its sentiment into action ? It stands to reason that such uniform action as is

1 The spirit in which the incriminating stories (Epode 7), which may safely be attributed to the
of Antony's un-Roman conduct were received in period 32-31 B.C.
Rome is well illustrated in Velleius Paterculus 2 Cassius Dio 50. 7. 3 ; 9. 1.
(II. 83. 3), Cassius Dio (50. 2. §§ 3-6), and Phi- 3 Op. cit., p. 85. Cassius Dio (50. 4, § 3)
tarch (Antonius, ch. 57 fin., 59 init.). Particular suggests that Octavian did not outlaw Antony
significance attaches to the memorable sitting of for fear he should thereby ruin many deserving
the Senate on January 1, 32, in which the Romans who happened at the time to be in
consuls all but carried a motion against Octavian Antony's camp ; but he refutes himself by going
(Cassius Dio, loc. cit.), and to the apparently on to relate that the case of Antony's friends
misplaced pity which the Romans felt for Antony was met by means of a special decree which
on hearing how he had divorced Octavia (Plu- promised indemnity to deserters from his side,
tarch, ch. 57 fin.). l Plutarch, Antonius, ch. 58 init.; Cassius Dio

Ferrero aptly quotes Horace's striking appeal 50. 10, §§ 3-4.
to the triumvirs, 'quo, quo scelesti ruitis?' 6 Cassius Dio, 50. n , § 5.
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implied by a national iuratio was organized beforehand, for no one will believe
in an infinity of coincidences which led all the 400 odd communities of Italy1

to take the selfsame oath by an independent inspiration. But in the absence
of a press and all other means of rapid communication the mere process of
exchanging news and opinions in preparation for a concerted oath-taking
would have required an enormous amount of time, and it is unlikely that the
scheme could have been carried out during the brief period in which Octavian
still hesitated before the open outbreak of hostilities.2 Besides, the municipia
of Italy had for centuries been deprived of all initiative in matters of national
policy, and had been rigorously forbidden to combine for purposes of common
political action. Thus it becomes hard to explain how they ever so much as
considered or discussed a universal iuratio without first receiving instructions
from a higher authority.

If the above arguments have any force, Augustus' version of the iuratio
cannot be accepted as it stands. On the other hand, there is no need to adopt
Mommsen's desperate expedient of explaining away the statement in the
Monumentum Ancyranum as a lie pure and simple.3 A direct falsehood on such
a colossal scale could too readily have been refuted by the thousands of
Italians who survived from the epoch of Actium to the publication of the
Monumentum's text, and were bound at least to remember whether they had
or had not taken the oath of allegiance to Octavian.

The mere fact of the iuratio having taken place is therefore not open to
dispute. But it can only have been ' spontaneous ' in the sense which Ferrero
shrewdly reads into the paragraph of the Monumentum: the swearing-in was
' not by order,' in that there was no legal authorisation for it ; yet the Italians
did not take the oath of their own free will, but at the direct instance of
Octavian. The iuratio thus conceived was a coup d'etat by which Octavian,
with the help of his army, sought to coerce Italy into military allegiance, not-
withstanding that the requisite imperium* had not been conferred upon him
through the usual channels.

According to this explanation Octavian's action is placed in quite a
different light from that in which the Emperor himself would fain have
presented it. But there is direct evidence in support of the more sinister
view. If the people of Bononia, as Suetonius informs us,6 were specially
exempted by Octavian from the oath, this can only mean that he made it
incumbent upon Italy in general. And a still more damning piece of informa-
tion is contained in Cassius Dio, who narrates that Octavian's army had partly

1 The number given by Pliny on the authority 4 If Octavian could be conceived after the
of Augustus is 430 (Hist. Nat. III. § 46 sqq.). lapse of the triumvirate as retaining the pro-

2 The federation of discontented Italians which consular imperium inherent in his triumviral
caused the outbreak of the Social War of 91-88 powers so long as he received no successor to
B.C. seems to have dispatched business with take charge of his army and himself remained
fair rapidity. But the area covered by the outside the pomerium, this imperium had been
insurgents was far less than the tota Italia of the forfeited by his entry into Rome in rhe early part
Monumentum Ancyranum. of 32 B.C. (Kromayer, op. cit., pp. 8, 9.)

Loc. cit. 5 Diults Augustus, ch. 17.
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been mustered by force of threats.1 Moreover, the above hypothesis will alone
serve to explain the miraculous promptness and unanimity with which Italy
fell into line; and it saves the credit of the paragraph in the Monumentum
Ancyranum, as against Mommsen's interpretation, by converting it from a
clumsy falsehood into an adroit one.

Should Ferrero's theory as to the nature of the iuratio be accepted, a new
question arises as to the date ot the event. If the process was a voluntary one,
it can only have taken place in the latter part of 32 B.C., for previous to the
divorce of Octavia and the divulgation of Antony's will in midsummer of that
year2 the feelings of Italy can hardly have been wound up sufficiently for a
spontaneous national uprising.

Ferrero adheres to the traditional version in so far as he supposes that
Octavian dared not execute his coup until the revelations contained in Antony's
will had helped to prejudice public opinion in his rival's favour. He therefore
relegates the iuratio to the end of July. But this conservatism in his chrono-
logy exposes him to several difficulties.

Firstly, in the summer of 32 B.C. Octavian was undisputed master of
Rome, and had complete control of the machinery of legislation. In such a
case why did he not obtain his right of levying troops by an empowering act
of the normal type ? At the time when he seized the consulship and triumviral
prerogatives Octavian had been careful to carry out his usurpation under
legal forms, although he stood to gain little or nothing by such constitutional
scruples. At the outset of the campaign against Antony it was obviously in
Octavian's interest to have the fullest possible show of right on his side.
Assuredly, then, he would not have prejudiced his case by an act which was
tantamount to high treason, but would have armed himself in a straightforward
manner with a senatorial decree and a law of the Comitia. Ferrero is accord-
ingly driven to assume that Octavian could not find sufficient senators to make
a recommendation or sufficient magistrates to formulate a bill.3 But this he
cannot do without grossly exaggerating the stampede which Octavian caused
among Antony's adherents by his entry into Rome in the early part of the
year. So long as Octavian had a single tribune at his disposal he was at
perfect liberty to submit to the Comitia any measure which might serve his
purpose; and so far as our knowledge goes there was no special dearth of
magistrates in Rome during the summer of 32 B.C., for there is no direct
evidence that any officials had relinquished their posts except only the two
consuls.4 As regards the Senate, Ferrero himself in another passage5 admits
that no less than seven hundred stayed on in Rome. Such numbers as these
might surely be described as a senates frequens, and if they did not constitute a
quorum it is hard to see how the Senate could ever do business of any sort.
It appears, therefore, that Ferrero has quite failed to dispose of the objection
advanced against him.

1 5°' 3> § 4- 3 Op. cit., pp. 79 and 84 n.
a For the dating, see Kromayer, Hermes, 33, 4 Cassius Di. 50. 2, § 6.

pp. 44-5 6 Op. cit., p 7 n.
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Secondly, one may wonder why Octavian should have held his hand
during all the early part of the year, or should at most have undertaken an
educational propaganda1 to prepare public opinion for the coming coup d'etat.
In view of the preparations for war which Antony had been pushing energetic-
ally for some time past,2 Octavian had everything to gain by hastening the
issue. At the beginning of the year he had thrown constitutional scruples to
the winds by his forcible purging of the Senate. Was he likely after this to
show any pedantic respect for the rights and liberties of the Italians at large ?
By stumping the country he could at most hope to palliate, but never to efface,
the illegality of the iuratio. But neither the prospect of so slight a gain nor
yet a belated fit of mere nervousness can seriously be thought to have paralyzed
Octavian's resolve in the face of the ever-growing danger of an attack by
Antony.

Lastly, the taxation riots which followed upon the iuratio cannot, on
Ferrero's hypothesis, have taken place before August or September of the
year 32. But in the autumn of that year Antony had arrived within striking
distance of Italy, and actually prepared for an immediate attack on the very
ground that Octavian might still be having his hands tied by the unsettled
condition of the country.3 If Italy at this crisis was still seething with
discontent against Octavian, can it be doubted that Antony would have pressed
home his onset ? Yet after a slight reconnaissance he tamely abandoned his
enterprise, as though the prospects of a surprise landing were too poor to be
worth taking into account. This failure on Antony's part can only mean that
the commotion in Italy had spent its strength, and that i:he iuratio was already
an event of the remoter past. But in this case it is difficult to assign to the
iuratio so late a date as July of 32 B.C.

It appears, therefore, that the date of the iuratio must be thrown back
into the earlier part of the year, and accommodated, if possible, into the period
previous to Octavian's entry into Rome. These conditions can be fulfilled
readily enough if the iuratio is amalgamated with Octavian's coup d'etat in the
capital as part of one and the same movement. According to this theory,
Octavian's first reply to the hostile motion brought forward in the Senate on
New Year's Day of 32 B.C. was the iuratio, by which he endeavoured to reduce
Italy to obedience ; next, after having overawed the country and secured such
such sinews of war as it could still find for him, he entered Rome for the less
important purpose of seizing the machinery of government.

This version of events avoids all the difficulties which stand in the way
of Ferrero's chronology. It explains Octavian's recourse to extra-legal action,
for previous to his irruption into the capital he lacked the means of securing
his power by a Lex or Senatus consultum. It makes Octavian's policy appear
less strangely inconsistent; and it allows sufficient time to elapse between the
upheaval of Italy by the taxation riots and the arrival of Antony's fleet in the

1 Op. cit., p . 84. 3 Kromayer, Hermes, vol. xxxiii., pp. 28-30.
2 Cassius Dio, 50. g,§§ 2-3.
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Adriatic. It has the further advantage of simplifying the course of affairs in
32 B.C. by combining two separate revolutions into one; and it explains all the
better the helter-skelter flight of Antony's adherents, who need not have given
up the game in Italy as completely lost until the country as well as the city had
been effectually dragooned by Octavian. Lastly, it helps to account for the
reticence of ancient writers on the subject of the iuratio : its close proximity to
the coup d'etat in the capital caused it to be eclipsed by that more dramatic
episode.

It may be objected that on this hypothesis too little time is allowed for
the preparation of the iuratio by Octavian. But the revolution in Rome was
not carried out until some time after the memorable sitting of the Senate on
January i,1 and there is no need to suppose that it took place until February.
On this reckoning Octavian would have had all the leisure he needed in order
to devise and carry out his scheme of coercion.

Again, it may be asked why Octavian after his early show of vigour remained
apparently inactive for all the rest of the year 32 B.C. A sufficient answer
can be found in the disaffected condition of the country, which appears to have
delayed the completion of Octavian's mobilisation long enough to prevent his

getting off the mark within the same year.2 Regard must also be had to the
temper of his troops, who had refused on several previous occasions to take the
field on his behalf against Antony,3 and may have been too untrustworthy
for Octavian to lead into the field until the campaigning season of 32 B.C.
was past.

There remains a final difficulty. There is no evidence that Octavian's
position was legitimised until he assumed a consulship at the commencement
of 31 B.C. The negative evidence of the Monumentum Ancyranum on this point
is of great consequence, and may perhaps be regarded as decisive. But why
did Octavian forbear throughout the year 32 to place his power upon a legal
basis ? The answer to this question is not apparent. But the difficulty remains
the same, whatever may be the exact interpretation which we put upon the
iuratio. Whether this process was a voluntary one or not, whether it occurred
in the early or the middle part of the year, it was at all events not sanctioned
by law. Octavian's failure to legalise the iuratio thus remains inexplicable
according to every theory which has hitherto been put forward.

In view of the fragmentary nature of the evidence it is perhaps a hopeless
task to endeavour to explain the iuratio in all its bearings; but it may be con-
tended that the conventional interpretation of it is unsatisfactory, and that
some new theory, such as the one outlined above, must be set in its place.

M. O. B. CASPARI.
LONDON UNIVERSITY.

1 Cassius Dio, 50. 2, §§ 4-5.
s Cassius Dio, 50. io, § 3, implies that theagitation had not entirely died down even in 31 B.C.
3 In 43 B.C. (after Mutina) and in 40 B.C. (at the siege of Brundisium).


